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Remarks 

As stated in the Office Action, claim 6 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, 
first paragraph as failing to comply with the written description requirement. Claim 6 has 
also been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ryan in view of 
Ritchey in view of Rouleau. For the reasons set forth below, Applicant respectfully 
traverses these rejections. 
Discussion of the §112 Rejection 

The Exaininer has rejected claim 6 imder § 1 12, first paragraph. Specifically, the 
Examiner asserts that the claim language "a hair wig formed of human hair" is not 
disclosed in the specification. Applicant respectfiiUy disagrees, and submits that this 
element was disclosed in the specification. 

Specifically, the specification as filed refers to a "haircut teaching mannequin 
with hair planted in the head form." The use of the term "hair" is not qualified, and is 
therefore extremely broad. For example, "hair" encompasses all types of natural hair, but 
not artificial or synthetic hair, and "natural hair" could encompass such types as "horse 
hair," "human hair," or any other type of mammal's hair. Because "human hair" is an 
inherent sub-section of the broad term "hair," the specification should be viewed as 
reasonably conveying to one skilled in the art that the inventor, at the time the application 
was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 
Discussion of the S103 Rejection 

In the Office Action, claim 6 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Ryan in view of Ritchey in view of Rouleau. Applicant 
respectfully traverses this rejection. 
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The Examiner asserts that Ryan discloses all of the claimed subject matter, except 
that it does not disclose the use of a hair wig formed of human hair. The Examiner 
asserts that Ritchey does disclose such use. Applicant respectfully submits that the 
combination of Ryan with Ritchy, as proposed by the Examiner, is an improper basis for 
a § 103(a) rejection, as such a combination would destroy the purpose of Ryan. It is an 
axiom of patent law that if a cited prior art reference requires some modification in order 
to meet the claimed invention, or requires some modification in order to be properly 
combined with another reference, and such a modification destroys the purpose or 
function of the invention disclosed in the cited reference, the proposed modification is not 
proper and the prima facie case of obviousness cannot be properly made. See, e.g., In re 
Gordon, 733 F.2d 900, 221 U.S.P.Q. 1125 (Fed. Cir. 1984). Applicant submits that the 
Examiner's proposed combination of Ryan with Ritchey destroys the function of the 
inventions disclosed in those references and, as such, this combination does not establish 
a prima facie case of obviousness. 

Specifically, Ryan expressly teaches away from the use of human hair, and states 
that such use would destroy the intended function of its disclosed doll. Ryan refers to a 
headpiece that comprises "synthetic or artificial hair." Col. 2, line 32. Furthermore, 
Ryan states that prior art use of wigs "results in ununiform [sic] shape and appearance." 
Moreover, Ryan specifically uses the artificial hair to cover up otherwise unsightly 
cormection means. "When a band 28, such as shown in FIG. 1 is utilized, the headpiece 
12 is provided with forwardly disposed artificial hair 20 such as bangs 32 which will 
conceal the parting line between the doll head and the edge of the cap 18..." (emphasis 
added). Col. 3, lines 20 - 24. The use of human hair would destroy these purposes stated 

-3- 



In Re Appln. Pang Atty. Docket No. 59410.06US 1 

Appln. Serial No. 10/501,967 

in the Ryan specification. Therefore, the combination of Ryan with Ritchie, for the 
Examiner's intended purposes, is improper under the law and, as such. Applicant 
respectfully submits that this rejection should be withdrawn. 
Discussion of Response to Arguments 

The Examiner stated several responses to Applicant's previous arguments, many 
of which have been address in this Response. While it has no bearing on the current 
Response, Applicant would like to address one of the Examiner's responses, as it 
indicates that there may be some inadvertent miscommunication between the Applicant 
and the Examiner. Specifically, with respect to the Examiner's response in paragraph 8, 
in Applicant's product, the head form is reusable. However, once Applicant's wig has 
been used, it is discarded and not used again. Applicant's argument referred to in 
paragraph 8 of the Office Action is that synthetic hair is not an appropriate medium for 
teaching purposes, and therefore is not appropriate for Applicant's wig's one-time use. 
Conclusion 

It is believed that Applicant has addressed all of the outstanding matters and it is 
requested that this application be granted a Notice of Allowance at the earliest possible 
date. Please contact the undersigned attorney if there are any questions. 

Date: June 9, 2010 By: /Maurice E. Finneean. Ill/ 
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Maurice E. Finnegan, III, Reg. No. 54,099 
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